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STUDENTS' EVALUATION O F  INSTRUCTION: 
FACULTY AND COURSE EFFECTS ' 
R. A. WEITZMAN 
Naval Postgruduafe School 
Szimmay.-For 1,610 classes, mutually exclusive contributions of faculty and 
course to over-all evaluation of instruction were 45% and 15%, respectively, the re- 
mainder of the response variation being due to interaction and error. 
Of concern here was the relative effects of faculty and course on students' evaluation of 
instruction. Responses of graduate students in 1,610 management classes to "Overall, I would 
rate this instructor . . ." were rated on a 5-point scale. 
Two separate analyses were made to sort out the relative effects of Faculty and course on 
mean classroom response. The first analysis involved the application of the general linear model 
to conduct a regression of mean classroom response on faculty and course as categorical inde- 
pendent variables. Together faculty and course accounted for 66% of the variation in the mean 
classroom response, the independent contributions of faculty and course being, respectively, 
31% and 8%. Arising from the confounding of faculty and course because few faculty mem- 
bers taught the same courses, a troubling problem is that this analysis leaves 27% accountable 
by a combination of faculty and course without specdying their individual contributions. 
To resolve this problem, the first step in the second analysis was to substitute for faculty 
and course their separate mean classroom responses to create respective quantitative 'faculty' 
and 'course' variables, a correlation of .62 between ‘€acuity' and 'course' indicating the extent 
to which the two are confounded. These correlated 'faculty' and 'course' variables were next 
submitted to an orthogonal factor analysis followed by rotation to simple structure yielding two 
uncorrelated "faculty" and "course" variables that as closely as possible matched their corre- 
lated counterparts ('faculty' and 'course'). The correlation between "faculty" and 'faculty' and 
between "course" and 'course' was, in fact, .95 while the correlation between the nonmatching 
variables, "faculty" and 'course' and "course" and 'faculty,' was 3 3 .  Then mean classroom 
response was regressed on the uncorrelated "faculty" and "course" variables. 
Togecher "faculty" and "course" accounted for 60% of the variability in mean classroom 
evaluation of instruction. This 60% is less than the 66% accounted for by faculty and course 
because, unlke the first analysis, the second does not account for their interacuon. Of the total 
60% accounted for in the second analysis, "faculty" accounts for 45% and "course" for 15%. 
"Faculty" thus accounts for three times the variability in mean classroom evaluation of instruc- 
uon as "course." The contributions of "faculty" and "course" are mutually exclusive, the two 
percentages (45% and 15%) summing to the total of 60% accounted for. 
Accepted juntiary 3 1, 1996 
'Send requests for re rints to R. A. Weitzman, Ph.D., Department of Systems Management, 
Naval Postgraduate ~ ~ f ~ o o l ,  555 Dyer Road, Building 330, Room 231, Monterey, CA 93943. 
